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DETAILED ACTION 

Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to because: 

In Fig. 6b, "dynamic forward error correction encoder" (751) apparently should be 
called a "dynamic forward error correction code/preamble encoder" or the like, and 
"dynamic forward error correction decoder" (765) apparently should be "dynamic 
forward error correction code/preamble decoder" or the like. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, 
the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 
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Specification 

2. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because a technical disclosure of the 
improvement is lacking. Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

3. The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

The "dynamic forward error correction encoder" (751) apparently should be 

i 

called a "dynamic forward error correction code/preamble encoder" or the like, and 
"dynamic forward error correction decoder" (765) apparently should be "dynamic 
forward error correction code/preamble decoder" or the like. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

4. Claims 38-47, 58-67,126-134 and 144-151 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claims 38 and 58: in part B, "data transfer mechanism" is apparently 
idiosyncratic terminology and apparently should be "data transfer link" or the like. 

In claim 38, part D, "encoder" apparently should be "encoding means" or the like, 
as an ECC code "encoder" per se cannot generate a preamble. In the ECC art, the 
term "encoder" is customarily used to refer to a device that generates only ECC 
codewords. 
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In claim 40: "said dynamic forward error correction encoder generates a forward 
error correction field which size is based on a preamble" is poorly worded and 
apparently should be "said dynamic forward error correction encoding means generates 
a forward error correction field which size is indicated in an accompanying preamble" or 
the like. 

In claims 42 and 44-46: "said dynamic forward error correction encoder 
generates a preamble" apparently should be "said dynamic forward error correction 
encoding means includes means for generating a preamble" or the like, as an ECC 
"encoder," as the term is customarily used, generates only codewords of the ECC. 

In claim 60: "decoder decodes a forward error correction mechanism's size is 
based on a preamble" is poorly worded and apparently should be "decoder determines 
a forward error correction field size based on a preamble" or the like. 

In claim 61 : "decoder decodes said one or more segment's length based on a 
preamble" is poorly worded and apparently should be "decoder determines said one or 
more segment's length based on a preamble" or the like. 

In claim 65: "decoder decodes a preamble" apparently should be "decoder 
decodes based on a preamble" or the like. 

* 

In claim 66: "using" is apparently needless and should be deleted. 

In claim 67: "decoder detects a preamble" apparently should be "decoder is 
responsive to a preamble" else the decoder of claims 60-67 should be renamed a 
"decoding means" or the like. ' 
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In claim 126: in part A, "forward error correction mechanism" is apparently 
idiosyncratic terminology and apparently should be "forward error correction method" or 
the like; in part C, "which indicates" (second occurrence) should be deleted. 

In claim 128: "mechanism" apparently should be "method" or the like. 

In claim 129: "said preamble that is 40 bits" should be "a preamble that is 40 
bits" or the like. 

In claims 130, 133 and 134: "mechanism" (both occurrences) apparently should 
be "method" or the like; "comprises selecting said" apparently should be "comprises 
selecting a" or the like. 

In claim 131: "comprises selecting said" apparently should be "comprises 
selecting a" or the like. 

In claim 132: "mechanism further comprises selecting forward error correction on 
said segment data length" is poorly worded and apparently should be "method further 
comprises selecting a forward error correction method based on said segment data 
length" or the like. 

In claim 144, part B: "mechanism" apparently should be "code used" or the like. 

In claim 145: "wherein receiving said segment data further comprises receiving 
said segment data on said network further comprising a network selected from" is poorly 
worded and apparently should be "wherein said network is selected from" or the like. 

In claim 146: "mechanism" apparently should be "code used" or the like; 
"mechanism's" apparently should be "code's" or the like. 
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In claims 147, 149 and 151: "mechanism" apparently should be "code used" or 
the like. 

In claim 148: "wherein determining said forward error correction mechanism 
further comprises correcting errors" is poorly worded and apparently should be "further 
comprising correcting errors" or the like. 

In claim 150: "mechanism using" apparently should be "code that is" or the like. 

Similar observations apply to corresponding portions of the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claims 38-42, 44-47, 58-65, 67, 126-129, 144-149 and 151 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,856,988 to Kiriyama (hereafter 

> 

"Kiriyama"). 

Kiriyama discloses arrangements for selectively FEC encoding and decoding 
ATM cells with either a cell-loss error correction code (where the codeword spans 
several cells), a cell' bit error correction code (where the codeword is in one cell), or no 
error correction code at all, thereby providing a "dynamic forward error correction 
encoder which generates ... one or more data segments" wherein each "segment" is an 
ATM cell. Kiriyama's ATM network is a "time division multiplexed data transfer" network 
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that carries cells in "time slots" and comprises a "plurality of network nodes" including a 
"sending network node." 

Regarding claims 40, 45, 60, 61, 67, 131, 132, 146, 147 and 151, Kiriyama's 
FEC selection is indicated by a "preamble" (HF, HE) preceding the encoded data and 
following a header, which effectively indicates the size of the FEC codeword. 

Regarding claims 41, 62, 128 and 148, Kiriyama suggests Reed-Solomon FEC. 

Regarding claim 42, 65, 129 and 149, ATM cell headers in the FEC-encoded 
stream serve as 40-bit preambles. 

V 

Regarding claims 46, 47, 133 and 134, a cell-loss "network condition," which is 
affected by CRC errors, and a bit error rate, which is detectable as "forward error 
correction errors," are used in Kiriyama's system to determine the type of FEC selected 
(column 4, lines 22-24). 

7. Claims 38, 39, 41 , 58, 59 and 62-64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 

i 

being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,699,369 to Guha (hereafter "Guha"). 

Guha discloses arrangements for FEC encoding and decoding ATM cells with 
selected cell-loss error correction codes (where the codeword spans several cells), or 
no error correction code at all, thereby providing a "dynamic forward error correction 
encoder which generates ... one or more data segments" wherein each "segment" is an 
ATM cell. Guha's ATM network is a "time division multiplexed data transfer" network 
that carries cells in "time slots" and comprises a "plurality of network nodes" including a 
"sending network node." Regarding claims 41 and 62, Guha suggests Reed-Solomon 
FEC. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

■ 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 40, 42-47, 60, 61, 65-67, 126-134 and 144-151 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,699,369 to Guha (hereafter 
"Guha"). 

Regarding claims 43 and 66, Guha does not specify a rate 5/16 code. Guha 
does, however mention designing the code based on the length of cell-loss burst and 
mentions using a (7,3) Reed-Solomon code, which is a rate 3/7 code. Official Notice is 
given that creating a (16, 5) Reed-Solomon code is within the ordinary skill-level in the 
art. It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art to select a 
rate 5/16 FEC for use in Guha's system, such a selection would have been obvious 
because Guha teaches designing the code based on the length of cell-loss burst and 
because creating a (16, 5) Reed-Solomon code is within the ordinary level of skill in the 

* 

art. 

4 

Regarding claims 40, 45, 60, 61, 67, 131, 132, 146, 147 and 151, Guha does not 
disclose using a preamble for indicating the selected. Official Notice is taken that using 

r 

a header (which is a form of "preamble") to indicate the FEC code selected in an 
adaptive FEC scheme was already well-known and conventional at the time the 
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invention was made. It would have been obvious top a person having ordinary skill in - 
the art at the time the invention was made to implement Guha's FEC-selection 
indications by means of preambles. Such an implementation would have been obvious 
because using a preamble to indicate the FEC code selected in an adaptive FEC 
scheme was already well-known and conventional. 

Regarding claims 41, 62, 128 and 148, Guha suggests Reed-Solomon FEC. 

Regarding claim 42, 65, 129 and 149, ATM cell headers in the FEC-encoded 
stream serve as 40-bit preambles. 

Regarding claims 46, 47, 133 and 134, a cell-loss "network condition," which is 

< * 

affected by CRC errors, is used in Guha's system to determine the type of FEC 
selected. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 

■ 

applicant's disclosure. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen M. Baker whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-3814. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday (1 1 :00 AM - 7:30 
PM). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
* supervisor, Jacques H. Louis-Jacques can be reached on (571 ) 272-6962. The fax 
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phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

■ 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 



For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 



Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Stephen M. Baker 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 21 12 
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